Firms strive to grow and survive. The survival chances can be fostered by a list of business strategies, such as strategic alliances. Different types of strategic alliances exist. This study groups the typology into manufacturing and non-manufacturing alliances. Little research has been done on Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs), particularly Medium-Sized Enterprises (MEs), from the manufacturing industry in the least developed countries such as Tanzania in relation to the alliance typology and partnering firms' survival chances that can be explained by an ability to accumulate resources and reduce both costs and risks. A cross-sectional survey design and multistage probability sampling technique enabled the participation of 398 CEOs from three zones of Tanzania whose options were collected through questionnaires. In the context of this paper, both the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA) are applied to explain the two main alliance types and how they predict firms' survival chances respectively. To a great extent, we find that there exists a relationship between alliance typology and both the reduction of costs and risks, as well as resource accessibility. However, we argue that partners could adopt alliance types that concurrently reduce the costs and risks; but at the same time enabling them to acquire resources if they would carefully study and establish the link between costs, risks and resources.
INTRODUCTION
Access to resources and ability to overcome both costs and risks are critical to any firm's success, growth and survival chances. However, these achievements are less likely to be met by individual firms, such as SMEs, that are generally constrained by a list of operational, financial and technological challenges. Most of these SMEs, including the medium-sized manufacturing firms in the least developed countries like Tanzania, cannot withstand the go-it-alone strategy. This is due to the fact that the strategy requires them to use their own resources, meet research and development costs, production, marketing, administrative and other operational costs. This cannot be met by a company whose capital ranges from say, TZS 200milllion to TZS 800million coupled with limited access to finance, market, technology, information, and adequate working premises (The Government of the United Republic of Tanzania [URT], 2003) . For these SMEs to address these operational hurdles, collaboration models seem to be the best alternative for them. These models include strategic alliances which are partnerships between autonomous firms that aim at gaining mutual benefits by jointly coordinating both tangible and intangible assets (Hagedoorn, Letterie, & Palm, 2011; Todeva & Knoke, 2005; Dussauge, Garrette, & Mitchell, 2004; Das & Teng, 2000; Elmuti & Kathawala, 2001; Elmuti, Abebe, & Nicolosi, 2005; Gulati, 1998; Knoke, 2009 ).
The strategic alliance typology is diverse. But the most common strategic alliance types can be in terms of buying and selling (Estélyiová, 2012) , joint distribution (Coopers & Lybrand, 1997; Išoraitė, 2009; Mowla, 2012) , and licensing agreements (Mowla, 2012; Zamir, Sahar, & Zafar, 2014) such as product licensing (Išoraitė, 2009 ) and technology licensing (Coopers & Lybrand, 1997; Išoraitė, 2009) . Others include joint marketing agreements such as joint promotion (Coopers & Lybrand, 1997; Mowla, 2012) , research and development agreements (Coopers & Lybrand, 1997; Išoraitė, 2009; Zamir, Sahar, & Zafar, 2014; Mowla, 2012) , design collaboration and joint production (Coopers & Lybrand, 1997) . Others are such as franchising (Zamir, Sahar, & Zafar, 2014; Išoraitė, 2009) , service agreements (Mowla, 2012) , and outsourcing (Coopers and Lybrand, 1997; Išoraitė, 2009; Zamir, Sahar, & Zafar, 2014) . Subcontracting, processing and assembling contracts are also included in the list (Estélyiová, 2012) . Other types of strategic alliances include learning alliances whose objective is to reduce ignorance of partnering firms by providing information on markets, competencies, and new technologies. These alliances aim at capturing value from the joint learning activities and resources (Koza & Lewin, 2000) . Most of these alliances are in the form of ordinary contracts (Estélyiová, 2012) . These contractual arrangements are always developing the simplest forms of strategic alliances (Mowla, 2012) . They are created quickly to cater for the needs of a certain business opportunity (Estélyiová, 2012) . Principally, they are short term agreements that are made when a formal structure of management is not needed (Zamir, Sahar, & Zafar, 2014) . They disband after the negotiated objective has been achieved (Estélyiová, 2012) . That is why SMEs can opt for these contractual alliances due to affordable transaction costs of creating and dissolving (Estélyiová, 2012; Das & Teng, 2000) .
As we have already mentioned, firms' success heavily depend on resource accessibility, and both cost and risk reductions. Our assumption is that, the likelihood of accessing resources, and reducing both costs and risks depend on the type of strategic alliances formed by the partnering firms. We structure the alliance typology in two groups. There are those alliance types that are directly related to manufacturing and others which are indirectly related. Manufacturing alliances include joint production, design collaboration, technology licensing, collaboration in research and development, product licensing, assembling contracts and subcontracting. We define joint promotion, joint selling, joint distribution, learning alliances and service agreements as non-manufacturing alliances. The aim of this study is, therefore, to find whether the alliance typology fosters firms' survival chances. In this paper, we define survival chances as the likelihood of cost reduction, likelihood of risk reduction and likelihood of resource accessibility. Specifically, the study seeks to;
Find the influence of manufacturing alliances on the likelihood of cost reduction.
Find the influence of manufacturing alliances on the likelihood of resource accessibility.
Find the influence of non-manufacturing alliances on the likelihood of risk reduction.
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THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT
Manufacturing and Non-Manufacturing Activities
The term manufacturing has been causing much confusion. In most cases, it has been used interchangeably with production. However, manufacturing and production are different. Basically, production is part of manufacturing (Livesey, 2006) . The most used definition is the one that refers to manufacturing as processes that make parts and assemble them in machines. These processes include creating products from raw materials (Singh, 2006) . On contrary, Livesey (2006) argues that the development, production and delivery of goods and services to customers are what constitute manufacturing. That is why Helper, Krueger, & Wial (2012) refer to manufacturing as the major source of business innovation and that it plays a vital role in the development of the service sector. In this context, we find that development mentioned by Livesey (2006) includes several activities, such as research and designing. However, production remains to be a part of manufacturing whereby the conversion of raw material into finished goods using machine tools and manufacturing processes takes place (Singh, 2006) . The inclusion of products delivery in the definition of Livesey (2006) above makes us argue that the re-packaging process, re-assembling, labelling and distribution are part of the manufacturing process. Livesey (2006) argues further that a firm is still a manufacturer even though it concentrates on marketing while its entire production plan is implemented by an outsourced firm. On the contrary, Singh (2006) points out that manufacturing cannot include distribution, neither handling nor storage of parts; since these activities are not directly related to transformation process of the particular parts. In this context, we can argue that other 'non-manufacturing activities', such as purchasing, distribution, logistics and inventory management constitute an operation process. IBM Corporation (2008) points out that a manufacturing firm depends greatly on operations to sell and deliver its products to the customers. In this paper, we relate manufacturing with production, designing, licensing, research and development, assembling contracts, and subcontracting (outsourcing). We also refer to activities, such as promotion, selling, distribution and other logistical arrangements, as non-manufacturing activities.
Survival Chances and Alliance Typology
The firm's survival depends greatly on the supply of resources (Sheppard, 1995) . Generally, firms intend to gain access to the resources through strategic alliances (Al Khattab, 2012) . For instance, they can use their contractual arrangements such as technology licensing to access new technology, significant technological information, and opportunities for technological transfer (Elmuti & Kathawala, 2001; Hagedoorn & Letterie & Palm, 2011; Elmuti & Abebe, & Nicolosi, 2005) ; or adopt joint marketing agreements, such as joint promotion and joint distribution to access markets or future business (Elmuti & Kathawala, 2001; Al Khattab, 2012; Chen & Tseng, 2005) as well as enhancing supply processes (Zineldin & Dodourova, 2005) . Firms' resources define the particular firms' strengths and weaknesses (Barney, 1991; Wernefelt, 1984) . The firm's accumulated resources (Das & Teng, 2000) , such as skilled employees (Mills & Platts, 2003; Wernefelt, 1984; Barney, 1991) , factory building, machinery, efficient procedures and organizational processes, capital, business contacts, brand names, knowledge, firm attributes and information (Mills & Platts, 2003; Barney, 1991; Wernefelt, 1984) build the firm's competitive strategy and eventually make it achieve competitive advantages (Das & Teng, 2000) .
Sharing resources is one of the ways of accessing resources. Firms can share resources like capital, plants, distribution channels, patents and copyrights if they adopt alliance types, such as licensing, subcontracting, and distribution agreements. The sharing of other resources, like knowledge or opportunities for learning is possible if these firms adopt joint production, joint R&D, and joint marketing and promotion (Das & Teng, 2000) . Again, these alliances help the partnering firms to share the costs of research and development (Elmuti & Kathawala, 2001; Elmuti & Abebe & Nicolosi, 2005) , reduce cost (Chen & Tseng, 2005; Van Gils & Zwart, 2009; Zineldin & Dodourova, 2005) and minimize risks (Elmuti & Kathawala, 2001 ). The firm's costs, regarded in this paper, are those related to the manufacturing process (including the actual production) and operation activities, such as storage, distribution, marketing, finance and other logistical costs. The assumption here is that, these costs are likely to be reduced when two or more partners collaborate. Also, in this paper, we regard risks as all kinds of risks whether systematic or non-systematic whose reduction can be fostered by the partnering firms' decision to form strategic alliances. Once these risks are clearly understood by the partners (Paik, 2005) , they can be mitigated by various forms of strategic alliances, such as buying and selling, joint distribution, licensing agreements, joint marketing agreements, research and development agreements, design collaboration and production, franchising, service agreements, outsourcing, subcontracting, processing, and assembling. Apart from reducing risks, they can also reduce costs and uncertainties (Chen & Tseng, 2005; Van Gils & Zwart, 2009; Zineldin & Dodourova, 2005; Elmuti & Kathawala, 2001; Al Khattab, 2012; Hagedoorn, Letterie, & Palm, 2011; Elmuti, Abebe, & Nicolosi, 2005) .
Firms expect their alliances to accelerate innovation in their products (Elmuti, Abebe, & Nicolosi, 2005) and increase their productive capacities (Al Khattab, 2012) ; that is why partnering firms use different forms of strategic alliance to play down transaction and production costs (Martins, Serra, Leite, Ferreira, & Li, 2010) . These innovation and productive capacities can fuel competitive advantages, intensify competitive positioning and attain new efficiencies and competencies. However, these new efficiencies and competencies cannot be achieved unless the firms' resources are well managed (Ireland, Hoskisson, & Hitt, 2009 ). These efficiencies and competencies can also be achieved should the costs and risks be managed. Since the intention of alliance partners is to reduce cost and risks (Chen & Tseng, 2005; Van Gils & Zwart, 2009; Zineldin & Dodourova, 2005; Elmuti & Kathawala, 2001) , the attainment of their objectives depends greatly on the form of alliance entered. Resources, costs and risks relate. Alliance types that enable partners to acquire resources and minimize both costs and risks are those related to manufacturing and non-manufacturing as it has already been explained. We argue that these collaborations related to production, manufacturing design, technology, research and development, assembling, marketing, learning, subcontracting and all kinds of services, such as administration, communication, and other logistics, are likely to reduce costs and risks; and hence enable partners acquire resources. In this context, we analyse the influence of manufacturing alliances on the likelihood of cost reduction by proposing that;
There is a relationship between cost reduction and joint production.
There is a relationship between cost reduction and design collaboration.
There is a relationship between cost reduction and technology licensing. There is a relationship between cost reduction and product licensing.
There is a relationship between cost reduction and assembling contracts.
There is a relationship between cost reduction and subcontracting.
We also find the influence of manufacturing alliances on the likelihood of resource accessibility by proposing that;
There is a relationship between resource accessibility and joint production.
There is a relationship between resource accessibility and design collaboration.
There is a relationship between resource accessibility and technology licensing.
There is a relationship between resource accessibility and collaboration in research and development.
There is a relationship between resource accessibility and product licensing.
There is a relationship between resource accessibility and assembling contracts.
There is a relationship between resource accessibility and subcontracting.
Finally, based on the influence of non-manufacturing alliances on the likelihood of risk reduction, we propose that;
There is a relationship between risk reduction and joint promotion.
There is a relationship between risk reduction and joint selling.
There is a relationship between risk reduction and joint distribution.
There is a relationship between risk reduction and learning alliances.
There is a relationship between risk reduction and service agreements.
METHODOLOGY
The Study Area and the Target Population
All the regions of Tanzania Mainland which are classified into eight geographic zones were involved in this study. These eight zones are Western: (Tabora, Kigoma), Northern: (Kilimanjaro, Tanga, Arusha), Central: (Dodoma, Singida, Manyara), Southern Highlands: (Njombe, Iringa, Ruvuma), Lake: (Kagera, Mwanza, Mara, Shinyanga, Geita, Simiyu), Eastern: (Dar es Salaam, Pwani, Morogoro), Southern: (Lindi, Mtwara) and Southwest Highlands: (Rukwa, Katavi, Mbeya). We developed a list of manufacturing MEs from Small Industries Development Organization (SIDO), Tanzania Food and Drugs Authority (TFDA), and Business Registrations and Licensing Agency (BRELA) since the total number of manufacturing MEs in Tanzania was not in place by the time the research was conducted. These are those dealing with food and beverages; textiles and leather; wood and wood products; paper and paper products; chemical, petroleum and plastic products; pottery, glass and non-metallic products; basic metal industries; 
Sample Size and Sampling Procedure
We assumed that about 50% of the manufacturing MEs operate aiming at obtaining the optimum number of manufacturing MEs (n) sampled (Cochran, 1977) . We also set the committed error of 4.45%, α of 5%. Other values include p=0.5,q=0.5 and Z α/2 =1.96. We computed n as;
( 1) The above formula gave us the optimum number of manufacturing MEs of 485.
The study applied a cross-sectional survey design. We stratified all the regions of Tanzania into eight (8) zones as shown above. Using a multistage probability sampling technique, we purposively selected five zones and randomly chose three zones: Eastern, Northern and Lake. Thereafter, a systematic sampling was adopted to select the required number of manufacturing MEs from each zone through Probability Proportional to Size (PPS). This drew us 287, 103 and 95 MEs from Eastern, Northern and Lake Zones respectively.
Data Collection and Analysis
A total of 485 CEOs representing 485 manufacturing MEs were given 485 questionnaires. Each was required to fill in one questionnaire. The response rates from Eastern Zone, Northern Zone and Lake Zone were 85%, 84.5% and 70.5% respectively. This makes a total of 398 questionnaires that were both filled in and returned thus making a response rate of 82%. The data were collected from November 2013 to May 2014. The types of strategic alliances explained both the non-manufacturing and manufacturing alliances through a Principal Component Analysis while the likelihood of resource accessibility and the reduction of both costs and risks were predicted by a Multiple Regression Analysis, aided by PASW 16 (SPSS 16).
RESULTS
Before predicting the influence of the types of strategic alliances on the likelihood of cost reduction, risk reduction and resource accessibility through MRA, we first employed the PCA to find whether there were relationships between the different types of strategic alliances and their corresponding two categories: the manufacturing and non-manufacturing alliances. We had a total of twelve independent variables: joint production (X jpr ), design collaboration (X dcb ), technology licensing (X tlc ), collaboration in research and development (X rdv ), product licensing (X plc ), assembling contracts (X act ) and subcontracting (X sbc ). Others included joint promotion (X jpm ), joint selling (X jsl ) joint distribution (X dst ), learning alliances (X lal ) and service agreements (X sar ). The PCA was run with all variables and it was found from the correlation matrix ( The PCA was re-run. According to Table 2 , all variables had at least one correlation with another variable; where r ≥ 0.3. However, "joint promotion" was removed due to a KMO value of less than 0.5; as shown in Table 3 despite the fact that the overall KMO measure was 0.689, which is mediocre; on Kaiser's (1974) classification of measure values as shown in Sig.
.000
Again, after removing "joint promotion", the PCA was re-run and all variables had at least one correlation with another variable; where r ≥ 0.3 as shown in Table 5 .
Tab. 5 -Correlation matrix (X jpr and X jpm removed However, after examining the anti-image matrices (Table 6) , we realized that "service agreements" had to be removed; since its KMO was less than 0.5. Again, the overall KMO measure was 0.706, which is middling; on Kaiser's (1974) classification of measure values as shown in Table 7 .
Tab. 6 -Anti-image matrices (X jpr and X jpm removed Sig. .000
Again, after removing "service agreements", the PCA was re-run and "assembling contracts" did not have at least one correlation with another variable; where r ≥ 0.3 as shown in Table 8 The PCA was re-run and all variables had at least one correlation with another variable where r ≥ 0.3 as shown in Table 9 .
Tab. 9 -Correlation matrix (X jpr , X jpm , X sar and X act removed We also examined the anti-image matrices (Table 10) ; and realized that all variables had KMO values greater than 0.650, which showed adequacy of sampling. Also, the overall KMO measure was 0.736, which is middling; on Kaiser's (1974) classification of measure values as shown in Table 11 . We also found that Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p<.05) as shown in Table 11 .
Tab. 10 -Anti-image matrices (X jpr , X jpm , X sar and X act removed 
The Number of Components Retained
We decided to retain two components since only two components had Eigenvalues greater than 1 as shown in Table 12 . We also decided to retain components that could explain at least 60% or 70% of the total variance. Using the lower criterion of 60%, we decided to retain the first two components as shown in Also, the visual inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 1 ) led to the retention of two components as well.
Fig. 1 -Screen plot. Source: Own
We also examined the Rotated Component Matrix (Table 13) ; and found that it appeared to be a simple structure. This is shown in Table 13 where each variable has only one component that loads strongly on it, and each component loads strongly on at least three variables. Since we had variables X jpr , X dcb , X tlc , X rdv , X plc , X act and X sbc associated with manufacturing alliances and variables X jpm , X jsl , X dst , X lal and X sar associated with non-manufacturing alliances, and we have components loading on some of these variables, it is, therefore, likely that Component 1 represents non-manufacturing alliances and Component 2 represents manufacturing alliances.
Hypothesis Testing Cost Reduction and Manufacturing Alliances
In finding the relationship between manufacturing alliances and cost reduction, we tested the following hypotheses; Where ω 0 , ω dcb , ω tlc , ω rdv , ω plc and ω sbc are coefficients for Constant, X dcb , X tlc , X rdv , X plc and X sbc respectively.
X dcb denotes "design collaboration" X tlc denotes "technology licensing"
X rdv denotes "collaboration in research and development" X plc denotes "product licensing" X sbc denotes "subcontracting"
Y lcr denotes "likelihood of cost reduction"
CEOs were asked to rate their level of agreement with X dcb , X tlc , X rdv , X plc and X sbc using a fivepoint scale (1. Strongly disagree, 2. Disagree, 3. Neither agree nor disagree, 4. Agree, 5. Strongly agree). They were also asked to rate Y lcr in percentage (0 to 100 From the first hypothesis, (H0: ω dcb =0, H1: ω dcb ≠0), we reject H0; since ω dcb (2.707) is statistically significantly different from 0 (p<0.05). We find a positive relationship between X dcb and Y lcr . Regarding the second hypothesis, (H0: ω tlc =0, H1: ω tlc ≠0), we reject H0; since ω tlc (2.227) is statistically significantly different from 0 (p<0.05). A positive relationship between X tlc and Y lcr is revealed. Again, from the third hypothesis, (H0: ω rdv =0, H1: ω rdv ≠0), we reject H0; since ω rdv (1.972) is statistically significantly different from 0 (p<0.05). We also find a positive relationship between X rdv and Y lcr . Regarding the fourth hypothesis, (H0: ω plc =0, H1: ω plc ≠0), we reject H0; since ω plc (1.603) is statistically significantly different from 0 (p<0.05). Again, a positive relationship between X plc and Y lcr is found. From the fifth hypothesis, (H0: ω sbc =0, H1: ω sbc ≠0), we reject H0; since ω sbc (-4.142 ) is statistically significantly different from 0 (p<0.05) but a negative relationship between X sbc and Y lcr is found.
Resource Accessibility and Manufacturing Alliances
In finding the relationship between manufacturing alliances and resource accessibility, we tested the following hypotheses; Where ω 01 , ω dcb1 , ω tlc1 , ω rdv1 , ω plc1 and ω sbc1 are coefficients for Constant, X dcb , X tlc , X rdv , X plc and X sbc respectively (in relationship with Y lra ) X dcb denotes "design collaboration"
X tlc denotes "technology licensing"
Y lra denotes "likelihood of resource accessibility"
CEOs were asked to rate their level of agreement with X dcb , X tlc , X rdv , X plc and X sbc using a fivepoint scale (1. Strongly disagree, 2. Disagree, 3. Neither agree nor disagree, 4. Agree, 5. Strongly agree). They were also asked to rate Y_lra in percentage (0 to 100). From these variables, a multiple regression equation is formulated as Y lra =ω 01 +ω dcb1 X dcb +ω tlc1 X tlc +ω rdv1 X rdv +ω plc1 X plc +ω sbc1 X sbc (4) (5) From the first hypothesis, (H0: ω dcb1 =0, H1: ω dcb1 ≠0), we reject H0; since ω dcb1 (-9.470 ) is statistically significantly different from 0 (p<0.05). There is a negative relationship between X dcb andY lra . However, regarding the second hypothesis, (H0: ω tlc1 =0, H1: ω tlc1 ≠0), we do not reject H0; since ω tlc1 (0.463) is not statistically significantly different from 0 (p>0.05). Again, from the third hypothesis, (H0: ω rdv1 =0, H1: ω rdv1 ≠0), we do not reject H0; since ω rdv1 (-0.846) is not statistically significantly different from 0 (p>0.05). But regarding the fourth hypothesis, (H0: ω plc1 =0, H1: ω plc1 ≠0), we reject H0; since ω plc1 (-1.396 ) is statistically significantly different from 0 (p<0.05). A negative relationship between X plc and Y lra is revealed. Also, from the fifth hypothesis, (H0: ω sbc1 =0, H1: ω sbc1 ≠0), we reject H0; since ω sbc1 (6.064) is statistically significantly different from 0 (p<0.05). We find a positive relationship between X sbc andY lra .
Risk Reduction and Non-manufacturing Alliances
In finding the relationship between non-manufacturing alliances and risk reduction, we tested the following hypotheses; 
DISCUSSION
We have seen through PCA that both the "joint production" and "assembling contracts" are not part of (not explaining) the manufacturing alliances. However, "design collaboration", "technology licensing", "collaboration in research and development", "product licensing" and "subcontracting" are. In this context, we argue that MEs are sceptical about producing goods together with their partners. We also argue that production is perceived as a sensitive task that cannot easily be shared with business partners. This is because manufacturing MEs do not prefer to assemble products together or vest assembling powers in their partners. The reasons might be similar to those rejecting joint production due to the fact that "assembling together" is almost similar to "producing together". Also, both the "joint promotion" and the "service agreements" do not explain the non-manufacturing alliances. However, "joint selling", "joint distribution" and "learning alliances" do. Promoting together might require partners to forego a lot of individual partner's traits which to a great extent might be a source of competitive advantage. In this regard, MEs might seem not to 'sacrifice' their positions. We also argue that sharing the delivery of services such as logistical services might be risky especially when these service agreements include serving the partners' customers, a role that cannot easily be foregone by MEs. We conclude that their scepticism on this is mainly fostered by the fact that customers ought to be handled by the same partner that recruited them.
The MRA indicates that "design collaboration", "technology licensing", "collaboration in research and development", and "product licensing" are likely to reduce the costs should the partners adopt them. Furthermore, the results point out that accessing resources and reducing risks can be possible through subcontracting and learning alliances respectively. However, the results have indicated that partnering firms cannot reduce costs or access resources if they embark on subcontracting and design collaboration respectively. The same is applied to product licensing. Neither joint selling nor joint distribution can help firms to reduce risks. We argue that the abovementioned poor influence has been caused by factors such as quality problems, management control, risk issues, and confidentiality, to mention a few.
It was found that there is no any relationship between "collaboration in research and development" and partnering firms' likelihood of accessing resources. This tells that manufacturing MEs do not expect the exchange or any access of resources if they team up in research and development. We argue that manufacturing MEs cannot afford the huge research and development costs; that is why, they adopt a joint research and development strategy to reduce costs. Had this collaboration become a long term agreement (ten to fifteen years), manufacturing firms would have accessed resources including skills and experience; but the most underlying challenges facing manufacturing MEs from least developed countries like Tanzania is long term survival. However, we can conclude that partnering firms can acquire the necessary skills through their learning alliances that will also lead to risk reduction as we have already noticed. But these risks cannot be reduced by both joint selling and joint distribution as we have already realized. We therefore argue that the nature of the product (fast-moving consumer goods or highly perishable products) to a great extent, affects the choice of a distribution channel. It also affects the selling strategy. The various challenges associated with joint selling and joint distribution that can distort the partner's competitive advantage, influence partnering firms to adopt a go-it-alone strategy on selling and distribution matters.
We argue that manufacturing MEs regard subcontracting as a way of accessing resources provided that the right partner who can do better in a particular area of operation is recruited. Also, our assumption is that, product licensing, technology licensing and design collaboration are vehicles used to attract expertise from the partnering firm(s); hence, the likelihood of cost reduction. However, the results have indicated that technology licensing among partnering firms has no relationship with resource accessibility. Our assumption is that, manufacturing MEs perceive technology licensing as a strategy that can only help them recruit 'intangible resources' that seem to be insignificant to their growth and survival chances. Although, in technology licensing, the licenser is in most cases expected to control the relationship, we argue that the presence of technology in the licensee's hands could guarantee the licensee a sense of 'full ownership'. We still argue that manufacturing MEs ought not to waive the significance of technology in business. One of the means to acquire technology is through technology licensing that would enable them reduce both costs and risks hence maximize their survival chances.
CONCLUSION
We have seen that there is a relationship between alliance typology and the likelihood of both cost and risk reductions as well as resource accessibility. Although not all types of alliances reduce the costs and risks, and enable the partnering firms acquire resources, we find that most of the alliances in the manufacturing industry can exert a great influence should the alliance partners carefully blend the right mix of costs, risks, and resources. For instance, there can be a direct relationship between costs and risks; and therefore, a carefully selected alliance type adopted by the partners can concurrently help them reduce both risks and costs. The same case applies to the relationship between risks, costs and resources especially when partners establish an alliance with the aim of acquiring resources that will eventually be used to reduce both costs and risks.
